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The last thirty years have seen some major shifts in thinking about the place of imprisonment in the penal system and in the concept and aims of a prison sentence.  The ‘nothing works’ arguments of the late 1970s and 1980s led to a reduction in emphasis on rehabilitative goals both in sentencing decisions and in prison activities, including a decline in ‘through the gate’ work by prison and probation officers.  This culminated in the Criminal Justice Act 1991, which enshrined the notion of ‘just deserts’ as the fundamental guiding principle for sentencers, specifying that decisions about the use and length of custodial penalties should be determined first and foremost by the gravity of the current offence, rather than by rehabilitative considerations or the offender’s past record.  There was also a common theme running through influential reports such as the Carlisle report (Home Office 1988) on the future of parole and the Woolf inquiry (1991) into prison disturbances, that while prisoners should be offered access to activities aimed at changing their offending behaviour, participation should be entirely voluntary and should not affect their chances of early release: rather, the emphasis should be on treating all inmates with fairness and respect.  

However, since that time, although the delivery of justice through punishment has remained the primary stated aim of imprisonment, policy and practice have been increasingly influenced by the emergence of ‘risk’ as a major focus of social and political concern in western societies, underpinned by the insecure economic conditions of ‘late modernity’ (Giddens 1990; Beck 1992) and reflected in part in heightened fear of crime and demands for greater community safety (Garland 2001).  As a result, growing importance has been attached by sentencers, legislators, policy-makers and practitioners to the aims of protection of the public and the reduction of re-offending.  Both of these priorities have led to a greater emphasis on risk assessment and ‘risk management’, often entailing the imposition of greater controls over offenders’ lives.  For those assessed as dangerous, these include longer incarceration and increased post-release surveillance.  For many others, too, there has been an increase in the use of conditions attached to sentences or post-release licences.  An important factor here has been a shift away from the pessimism of ‘nothing works’, supported by the positive messages of the ‘what works’ movement and research suggesting that properly targeted interventions – especially those based on cognitive-behavioural methods - can have a significant effect on offenders’ thinking and behaviour (Vennard et al 1997; Lipsey et al 2001; Raynor 2007; Hollin and Palmer 2007).  This has underpinned a renewed readiness to direct offenders to take part in activities to address their ‘criminogenic needs’ (ie the social and personal problems considered to lie behind their criminal behaviour) and a concomitant increase in resources for services such as drug treatment and group programmes.  All these developments have been accompanied by a strong new emphasis on ‘through the gate’ activities.  Thus the development of multi agency public protection arrangements (MAPPA) for high risk offenders has fostered much closer cooperation and information-sharing between prisons, police and probation (Maguire and Kemshall 2004).  Equally, it has been widely recognised that rehabilitative interventions in prison are more likely to be effective if followed up systematically after release, and that ex-prisoners are more likely to respond positively to supervision if their transition from custody to community is planned and coordinated from an early stage in their sentence.  

This kind of thinking has not only led to a revival of government interest and investment in ‘resettlement’ services such as help with accommodation and employment.​[1]​  It also permeated the Carter report (Home Office 2003), which argued that prison and probation interventions were too disjointed and could only be effective if coordinated through a holistic system of ‘end-to-end offender management’.  This argument was rapidly accepted by the government and used as the main rationale for the establishment of the National Offender Management Service (NOMS).  Similar thinking had earlier been evident in the major review of sentencing undertaken by John Halliday (2001), particularly in its advocacy of a new kind of ‘seamless’ sentence, which resulted in 2003 in legislation (albeit still not implemented) to allow the introduction of ‘Custody Plus’, a penalty combining a few weeks in prison with several months of statutory supervision after release.

It is developments in these areas of ‘offender management’, ‘seamlessness’ and ‘through the gate’ activities which constitute the main focus of this chapter.  The chapter draws on a series of studies carried out by the authors and others over the last ten years which have documented changes in thinking and practice.  It also relates their findings to broader changes in the penal system, as well as to theories and evidence about how people desist from crime.  We begin with a brief account of recent moves towards the ideal of ‘seamlessness’, as well as efforts to involve mainstream public service agencies more centrally in the resettlement of ex-prisoners.  We then consider the prospects for these developments in terms of the goal of reducing offending, with reference both to practical obstacles and to lessons from the desistance literature.  





It is only very recently that serious and systematic attempts have been made to integrate work with offenders carried out before and after release.  However, the benefits of such integration have been recognised for a considerably longer period.  For example, aspirations in this direction were evident in the introduction of Automatic Conditional Release (ACR), which was created under the Criminal Justice Act 1991 as a replacement for parole (Maguire and Raynor 1997).​[2]​  The rules, which remain in force today, stipulate that all prisoners with sentences of between one and four years are released automatically at the half way point, and supervised for the next quarter of their sentence (for the final quarter they are not supervised, but remain at risk of recall to prison if convicted of a new offence).  The rhetoric surrounding ACR painted a picture of a period in custody and a period under supervision combined into a single sentence planned as a coherent whole.  ACR can thus be seen as an early attempt to devise a so-called ‘seamless sentence’.  To some extent the concept of ‘seamlessness’ had been prefigured by that of ‘through-care’, popular in the Probation Service since the 1970s.  However, ‘through-care’ mainly implied an early start to the process of release planning and early pre-release contact with the prospective supervisor: many probation officers believed that its purpose was to mitigate the harm done by imprisonment rather than to reinforce and continue a constructive sentence plan.  ‘Seamlessness’ went further than through-care because it implied that the periods in custody and under supervision in the community were both phases of one essentially indivisible sentence: ACR was for all prisoners serving from one to four years, and they were all sentenced to post-release supervision in addition to imprisonment. 

Despite the general orientation of the 1991 Act towards punishment, there was from the beginning an assumption that rehabilitative interventions – especially drug treatment and help with problems such as finding accommodation or employment – delivered ‘through the gate’ could contribute to the reduction of re-offending.  However, research carried out during the 1990s provided ample evidence that, despite its designers’ intentions, ACR was anything but ‘seamless’ in reality.  For example, Maguire, Perroud and Raynor (1996; see also Maguire and Raynor 1997) found that communication between prisons and probation services was generally poor; when it was good, this was because good working relationships already existed between particular prisons and particular teams rather than because people had complied with circulars instructing them to cooperate. Sentence plans were poor and superficial, and were not written to cover the sentence as a whole: at best, prison staff wrote sentence plans about what would happen in prison, and probation staff wrote supervision plans about what would happen in the community.  The researchers found from analysis of samples of files that ‘statements about offenders’ needs tended to be superficial, or to turn into statements about what courses they wanted to attend, if they were available’ (Maguire, Perroud and Raynor 1996:78).  Overall, they concluded, what was happening in practice was so different from what was supposed to happen that ‘if we had not known how the system was meant to work, it would have been virtually impossible to infer this from studying the files’ (ibid., 80).  In other words, seamlessness was an aspiration rather than a reality.

A new focus on short-term prisoners

Unsatisfactory as the ACR arrangements were, they were far in advance of those for prisoners sentenced to under twelve months.  Adult short-termers were not subject to any form of statutory supervision after release,​[3]​ and those in need of assistance had traditionally relied on ‘voluntary after-care’ (VAC) provided by probation officers.  However, the availability of VAC had declined dramatically during the 1980s following Home Office instructions to probation services to prioritise statutory supervision (Maguire et al. 2000).  Short-termers not only represent the majority of receptions into prisons - over 61,000 in 2004 (Home Office RDS NOMS 2005) – but high proportions have major social and personal problems, and their reconviction rates are higher than any other group of prisoners.  They are also less likely than other inmates to receive programmes or substantial services in prison.  Concerns on these scores were expressed in a number of substantial studies and reports (NACRO 2000; HM Inspectorates of Prison and Probation 2001; Maguire et al 2000), most importantly in the Social Exclusion Unit’s (2002) report, Reducing Re-Offending by Ex-Prisoners, which specifically linked the exceptionally high reconviction rates of short-termers to the failures of mainstream agencies to meet their needs.  For example, the report documented that two-thirds of short term prisoners had been unemployed before going to prison; nearly a third had no accommodation to return to after release; over half had no qualifications; and well over half were involved in substance misuse.  
 
One response to such concerns was the setting up of a number of Pathfinder projects financed under the government’s Crime Reduction Programme, which were designed to test new approaches to the provision of resettlement services for short-term prisoners.  Evaluations of these projects (Lewis et al 2003; Clancy et al 2006), which will be described in more detail later, demonstrated the importance of ‘continuity’ between work in prison and after release, including efforts by professional staff or mentors to develop relationships with prisoners which will be continued ‘through the gate’.  The most significant response, however, was the government’s decision, arising from recommendations in the Social Exclusion Unit’s report, to require the development of coordinated multi-agency strategies and action plans at both national and regional level (see next section).             

Reducing Re-Offending Action Plans and the Strategic Pathways

One of the key conclusions of the Social Exclusion Unit’s (SEU) report was that little significant impact was likely to be made on the high reconviction rates of prisoners – and especially of short-term prisoners, many of whom suffer from major social problems which trap them in a ‘revolving door’ of frequent (minor) offending and repeated imprisonment – without a major coordinated effort by mainstream service agencies to assist their ‘resettlement’ in the community.  This would require action to promote a broad shift in attitudes towards ex-prisoners, whereby they would be treated as in priority need rather than ignored or (as was evident in some areas) deliberately excluded from access to services, as well as a proactive, partnership-based approach to service provision.           

The location of the SEU within the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister enhanced the report’s political influence.  It also allowed its authors to adopt a cross-departmental approach, pointing out to departments with little previous interest in ex-prisoners the wider benefits of helping to reduce re-offending.  Some of its main recommendations were initially translated into policy through the government’s Reducing Re-Offending National Action Plan (Home Office 2004).  This created seven strategic service ‘Pathways’ for systematic development: Accommodation; Education, Training and Employment (ETE); Mental and Physical Health; Drugs and Alcohol; Finance, Benefit and Debt; Children and Families of Offenders; and Attitudes, Thinking and Behaviour.  While the high levels of need among short-termers were recognised as particularly challenging, the Plan was designed to apply to all prisoners.​[4]​    

It is intended that the development and implementation of the Reducing Re-Offending National Action Plan is taken forward largely at a regional level.  Regional partnerships of relevant agencies have now been set up across the country, overseen by the nine Regional Offender Managers (ROMs) in England, and the Director of Offender Management in Wales, who are employed by the new National Offender Management Service (see below).  For example, the South West region has set up a ‘Reducing Re-Offending Delivery Board’, whose membership includes the ROM, the Home Office Director from the regional Government Office, and senior managers from criminal justice, health, education, employment and other major public sector and voluntary organisations in the region.  Each region has also produced its own ‘Reducing Re-offending Strategy’ and corresponding ‘Action Plan’ for the delivery of key services, organised under the various strategic ‘Pathways’.  The core aims have been set centrally as to increase collaborative working across the public, private and voluntary sectors; to identify the level of current and projected demand for key services; and to ensure that information is available and shared between agencies to enable them to provide appropriate ranges of services (Home Office 2004).  At regional level, each Pathway is managed by its own multi-agency sub-group, which reports to the main regional partnership board.  There is also a lead agency for each Pathway at national level.  Although the development of such arrangements was patchy for some time, all regions now appear to be making progress in terms of target-setting, partnership activities and the setting up of concrete projects.  

Offender management: NOMS and the NOMM

The National Offender Management Service (NOMS) was created very rapidly in 2004-5 following recommendations by Patrick (now Lord) Carter in his Correctional Services Review (Home Office 2003).  One of the core tasks of the new agency was to set up and run a new system of so-called ‘end to end offender management’, whereby anyone facing a prison or community sentence would be assigned a specific ‘offender manager’ at an early stage, who would be responsible for carrying out a pre-sentence assessment, recommending sentence conditions to the judge or magistrate, and arranging supervision and interventions throughout the whole duration of the sentence, whether the offender was in prison or outside.  This would take place within the framework of the NOMS Offender Management Model (NOMM), which defines broad parameters for work with different categories of offender, based substantially on the degree of risk of harm or re-offending they are adjudged to pose.  Offender management was to be seen as quite distinct from the provision of ‘interventions’ (such as drug treatment, or offending behaviour programmes), which was to be commissioned under a system of ‘contestability’ (competitive tendering) from a variety of other organisations – these could include prisons or probation areas, but also any other public, private or voluntary agency that bid successfully.  Such bids were to be made to the Regional Offender Managers (ROMs), who were to take over control of the relevant budgets formerly managed separately by the prison and probation services.  Early steps have been taken to operationalise many of these plans, although they have undergone several changes already and at the time of writing there is still considerable uncertainty about how they will be implemented in practice.   





A final development affecting resettlement – and potentially one of the most significant - is the (currently postponed) plan to introduce Custody Plus.  Originally recommended by Halliday (2001) and legislated in the Criminal Justice Act 2003, this represents a response to the problem of resettling short-term prisoners which is different but to some extent complementary to the ‘Pathway’ arrangements (described above) originating from the Social Exclusion Unit and the Reducing Re-Offending National Action Plan.  As noted earlier, Custody Plus aims to be the first genuinely ‘seamless’ sentence, consisting of a short period in prison (a maximum of 13 weeks) followed by a much longer period of statutory supervision in the community.  Offenders subject to Custody Plus would also be subject to the new ‘end-to-end’ offender management system embodied in the NOMM (again as outlined above).  

The advantages of Custody Plus clearly include the opportunity for prisoners who would previously have had no assistance after release to obtain access to services that may facilitate their resettlement.  In theory, too, it should result in reduced time in custody for minor offenders, easing both the general overcrowding situation and individual problems such as losses of tenancies due to failure to pay rent while inside.  However, there are clearly risks, discussed later, that neither of these advantages would materialise as hoped.  The effective implementation of the ‘through the gate’ and community supervision elements of the sentence might be undermined by pressures of numbers and shortages of resources.  Importantly, too, the change might result unintentionally in an overall increase rather than the planned decease in the use of imprisonment: first of all, there is a risk that sentencers would use Custody Plus for large numbers of offenders who would not in the past have received a custodial sentence at all; and secondly, that many offenders would fail to meet the conditions of their supervision and would hence be returned to prison, making their situation worse.


Resettlement practice and desistance: theory and evidence

Much of the activity described above appears to represent major improvements to the state of resettlement arrangements that existed during the 1990s.  In particular, genuine attempts are being made to ‘join up’ prison and probation systems of offender management, and interventions; mainstream public sector service providers are being pressed to treat ex-prisoners as priority cases (instead of, as was the prevailing culture in some areas, people to turn away); and, above all, thought is at last being given to how supervision and services might be provided on a systematic basis to short-term prisoners.   However, important questions remain about the likelihood that these organisational changes will lead to the primary desired outcome of a reduction in re-offending.  To begin to address them it is necessary to look first at relevant theory and research evidence.  Consideration will also be given later to some of the daunting practical problems that will have to be overcome if what is planned is to be delivered successfully.

Three areas of research can be of particular help.  First, recent research on resettlement offers some clues about aspects of pre-release preparation and post-release supervision and assistance which may increase offenders’ chances of avoiding reconviction.  Second, both the resettlement studies and wider research and theorisation on the process of desistance from crime offer some understanding of the trajectory and thinking of those who successfully decide to stop offending.  New arrangements for offender management, if they are to succeed in reducing offending, will need to understand, support and reinforce these processes of change.  Third, there is a long-established literature about the constructive use of personal influence and of relationships with offenders which has arguably been neglected in favour of an emphasis on establishing effective group programmes.  Practitioners’ personal attributes and skills, and the establishment of appropriate relationships with people under supervision, are now gradually being rediscovered as a form of effective practice in their own right, and as a necessary support for the effective delivery of other interventions such as programmes.  We comment on these three areas in turn. 

Lessons from the Resettlement Pathfinders

First of all, it has to be admitted that there is little conclusive evidence about the effectiveness of resettlement strategies per se in reducing re-offending.  There are, however, some indicative findings which suggest that certain elements are important to success in this area.  Some recent evidence is available from the evaluations of the ‘Resettlement Pathfinders’ (see Lewis et al 2003; Clancy et al 2006; Maguire and Raynor 2006).  

These seven projects involved a variety of collaborative approaches to resettlement between the prisons and either local probation services or voluntary organisations.  Some of the offenders in the probation-led projects attended ‘FOR – A Change’, a structured cognitive-motivational programme designed specifically for pre-release use with short term prisoners (Fabiano and Porporino 2002).  This was intended for delivery in the weeks preceding release, and consisted of twelve group sessions and one individual session.  The group sessions concentrated on developing motivation and setting goals, and included a ‘market-place’ attended by representatives of agencies likely to be of use to prisoners on the outside, in accordance with the long-standing observation that the appointments most likely to be kept on release are those arranged before release (see, for example, Maguire et al. 2000).  The rationale of the whole programme was closely based on established principles of motivational interviewing (Miller and Rollnick 1991, 2002) and was designed to be followed up through continuing contact with resettlement workers after release.  The ‘motivational’ approach can be summed up as attempting to ‘develop discrepancy’, in other words promoting awareness of gaps between what prisoners want or aspire to be, and their current situations or behaviour.  As people become aware of such gaps and motivated to close them, work proceeds on setting achievable goals and developing concrete plans.  The assumption is that prisoners will face obstacles on release, and will need motivation, resourcefulness and determination to overcome them even with the assistance of available support and services: motivated prisoners are likely to make more and better use of whatever help is available.  Group leaders are trained to show empathy, recognize discrepancies (for example between previous and current statements) and promote self-efficacy.

The initial evaluation (Lewis et al 2003) measured changes in attitudes to crime and in self-reported problems between early in the sentence and shortly before release.  It found significantly greater improvements in both respects among offenders in the probation-led projects, especially those who had attended the programme.  However, subsequent analysis of reconviction data after one year indicated that, while work undertaken in custody was important, the most significant factor associated with lower than predicted reconviction rates was contact with resettlement workers after release (Clancy et al. 2006).  This finding was particularly strong where the post-release contact was maintained with volunteer mentors: an important factor here seemed to be that the mentors had already established a positive relationship with the prisoner in custody, which was continued after release.  

In summary, (although the results refer only to one-year reconviction rates and involved relatively small numbers, so must be treated with some caution) the overall lesson to be taken from this research seems to be that successful resettlement requires at least three broad elements - the provision of opportunities to deal with practical problems, work on motivation and thinking skills, and ‘continuity’ in the sense of personal support being maintained ‘through the gate’.  One promising approach may therefore be to combine a structured programme of work in prison with post-release help and support provided by mentors.         

Recent theory and research on desistance from crime

The results of the Resettlement Pathfinder research lend further support to a group of academic writers – sometimes referred to as desistance theorists - who have recently argued, in a broader context than that of resettlement alone, that if it is to be effective, work aimed at the rehabilitation of offenders must be informed by a theoretical and evidence-based understanding of the process of desistance from crime (see, for example, Maruna 2000; Farrall 2002; Burnett 2004a; Maruna and Immarigeon 2004; Burnett and McNeill 2005; Farrall and Calverley 2005).  The general message from this literature is that agency is as important as – if not more important than – structure in determining whether or not people commit crime and, in particular, whether or not they desist from an offending career.  In other words, people often make conscious decisions to offend or not, based on how they perceive themselves and the world around them, rather than being driven inexorably to offend by their social problems.  This view is reminiscent of the finding of Zamble and Quinsey (1997) from their survey of Canadian male recidivists, that re-offending typically followed an encounter with practical obstacles, followed by a negative or pessimistic emotional response and a lack of belief in the feasibility of non-criminal solutions.  The researchers concluded that ‘factors in the social environment seem influential determinants of initial delinquency for a substantial proportion of offenders . . . but habitual offending is better predicted by looking at an individual’s acquired ways of reacting to common situations’ (1997: 146-7). 

Similarly, Shadd Maruna’s interview-based study of offenders in Liverpool emphasizes the importance of thinking and belief in processes of desistance from crime: he describes different kinds of ‘narrative’ on which people draw for their understanding of their own situations or the accounts they give to others.  Some of these narratives support continued offending and some support desistance.  A key element of desistance narratives was found to be the offender’s belief that s/he had begun to take control of his or her own life: ‘Whereas active offenders… seemed to have little vision of what the future might hold, desisting interviewees had a plan and were optimistic that they could make it work’ (Maruna 2000:147). Recidivist narratives, on the other hand, tended to present the offender as the victim of circumstances.  However, these are not simple one-way journeys: for many offenders desistance is a difficult and lengthy process, involving reversals and relapses.  Burnett (2004a) describes a ‘zigzag’ process, and offenders will both vary over time and differ from each other in their motivation and readiness for change.  Clearly, she concludes, services which aim to help offenders to change need to engage with these realities, and especially to support them in the maintenance of motivation.

McNeill (2006) has argued that the key messages from the above kinds of research should underpin the development of a new, ‘desistance paradigm’ for probation practice (including ‘through the gate’ supervision).  This would be built around ‘empathetic’, ‘collaborative’, ‘person centred’ relationships (or ‘working alliances’) with offenders, in which the probation officer pays heed to the offender’s own perspectives and current life situation, and supports his or her efforts to change.  He contrasts this with the ‘treatment’ paradigm, presently represented by cognitive-behavioural programmes delivered in a standard manner to groups of offenders (currently the most commonly used type of intervention for changing prisoners’ thinking and attitudes – see McGuire 2002), which are seen as failing to accord sufficient attention to the group members’ individual situations, ‘narratives’ and degrees of readiness to engage with change processes.  Nevertheless, it can be argued that ‘desistance focused’ and ‘cognitive-behavioural’ approaches have much more in common than appears at first sight, and there seems no reason why they cannot be fruitfully combined.  Both emphasise the importance of assisting offenders to change the way they think about their lives and their involvement in offending, and both recognise the importance of sustaining motivation to change.  Indeed, it can be argued that the individual-centred, motivation-focused work advocated by desistance theorists is very similar to the kind of work that advocates of cognitive behavioural programmes expect to be undertaken by case managers (now called offender managers and supervisors) in order to prepare offenders for attendance at the group programmes and to support them at intervals throughout (for further discussion of these issues in relation to resettlement practice, see Maguire and Raynor 2006).  This raises further questions (discussed below) about the kinds and levels of staff skills that are necessary to the success of both offender management and interventions.      

Skills and consistency in offender management

Some recent research has tried to identify those characteristics of case management (or ‘offender management’) and supervision which are most likely to facilitate and reinforce change, and also to support the effectiveness of other ‘interventions’ such as structured programmes. Burnett (2004b) has drawn attention to the long and diverse history of one-to-one supervision based on personal relationship and continuity, while Dowden and Andrews (2004) have used meta-analysis to identify those staff skills which enhance the effectiveness of rehabilitative work with offenders. They define these skills as ‘Core Correctional Practices’ (CCPs), which can be summarised briefly as effective use of authority; appropriate modelling and reinforcement; the use of a problem-solving approach, and the development of relationships characterised by openness, warmth, empathy, enthusiasm, directiveness and structure. (In the past these would often have been identified and taught as general social work skills: see Raynor and Vanstone 1984.) 

The mean effect sizes of programmes were found to be higher when these CCPs were present, and significantly higher when other principles of programme effectiveness were also applied: staff skills and programme design complemented each other, rather than one being a substitute for the other. However, Dowden and Andrews point out that ‘Clearly these CCPs were rarely used in the human service programs that were surveyed in this meta-analysis . . . These results suggest that the emphasis placed on developing and utilizing appropriate staff techniques has been sorely lacking within correctional treatment programmes’ (ibid., 209). 

In addition, recent literature and practice emphasize two approaches which depend on individual practitioner skills and underpin practice both within and outside ‘programmes’. One is pro-social modelling, derived from Trotter’s work in Australia (Trotter 1993); the other is motivational interviewing, derived from the work of Miller and Rollnick (1992) in the field of substance misuse, and already described as one of the methods informing the ‘FOR – A Change’ programme. Their relevance to the issue of continuity is that both require time and consistency: modelling and reinforcement of pro-social behaviour needs to be consistent and repeated, and motivational interviewing depends on a patient process of helping offenders to see discrepancies between how they behave and what they say they want. 

Persuading offenders to stick to a plan and to cope with obstacles and difficulties can be easier if the supervisor was involved in the formulation of the plan in the first place; similarly, some offenders will feel a sense of personal obligation to a probation or prison officer whom they see as helpful and reliable, and this is not quickly or easily transferred to a stranger.  One frequent message of recent research is that offender supervision and management which aims to support positive narratives and constructive processes of change needs to be provided in a context of continuing personal communication: that is, in the context of offender management as a relational process.  Further support for this comes from recent writing about the practicalities of offender management (Partridge 2004; Robinson 2005).  For example, Partridge found that offenders clearly wanted continuity of contact with a particular person. They were ‘more likely to trust their case manager, address their problems and ask for help if they saw the same person over a period of time’ (Partridge 2004:9).  Offenders whose supervision was fragmented were confused about what they were supposed to be doing, and did not like having to tell their personal histories to a succession of new supervisors.


The prospects for more effective resettlement

In the light of the above discussions, it is now time to ask whether the organisational changes described earlier – especially the establishment of ‘end-to-end offender management through the gate’ and the implementation of national and regional multi-agency plans – are likely to be successful and, most importantly, achieve their central goal of reduced levels of re-offending.  As noted earlier, to make any judgements in this area it is important to consider not only the compatibility of the new systems with theory and research evidence about the most effective ways of promoting desistance from crime, but also potential practical obstacles.  Clearly, the effectiveness of any intervention depends upon the soundness of both its underlying principles and its implementation in practice.  

Can the NOMM deliver on integration and continuity?

We begin by looking a little more closely at what many see as the heart of the new system, the National Offender Management Model (NOMM).  The NOMM is designed to deliver Carter’s vision of integrated case management by a single agency, and in principle is intended to overcome some of the problems of fragmentation which were noted in the early resettlement research.  It also incorporates some of the main principles which have been identified by theorists and researchers as critical to the reduction of re-offending: in particular, continuity of relationships between offenders and those working with them, and attention to attitudes and cognitive skills in addition to welfare problems.   However, presentation of the model itself (see NOMS 2005) is curiously divided up and compartmentalised.  There are to be four tiers of offenders, classified according to the level of risk and need presented: all are described as subject to punishment; some of these will also receive ‘help’, understood as assistance with practical or welfare problems; a smaller number will also be targets for ‘change’, for example through accredited programmes; and a few of these will in addition be subject to special measures of ‘control’ as prolific, priority or dangerous offenders.  All will be subject to enforcement in accordance with National Standards, and may be subject to a number of requirements introduced by the 2003 Criminal Justice Act.  A number of uncertainties still surround this model: for example, recent high profile offences by offenders under supervision cast doubt on the consistency and effectiveness of some risk assessment practice (HM Inspectorate of Probation 2006), and it is also unclear how far one’s position in the four-tier system might come to reflect the seriousness of the offence and consequent severity of the sentence rather than actual levels of risk and need.  There also seems to be little thought so far about where to fit those who will require control but reject help and refuse to engage in a process of change, or how to handle those whose motivation for help or change are fluctuating and unstable, as suggested by the ‘zigzag’ aspect of the desistance process. 

In addition to the tiered model, the NOMM subdivides offender management itself into separate processes of ‘management’ and ‘supervision’, which may be carried out by two separate individuals or just one, depending on levels of risk, resources and other considerations.​[5]​  Some commentators have argued that a process which is subdivided in this way may not carry the intended message of consistency and continuity to the offender: as Robinson (2005) has recently argued, ‘“What works” at the level of aggregate “offender management” does not necessarily work for offenders, or indeed the practitioners responsible for supervising them’.  The evidence put forward in this chapter suggests that it is important to secure considerable overlap between case management and supervision, and hence that the model may run into difficulties if the two main roles are undertaken by different people.  For example, there may be problems associated with the idea of being supervised by somebody who cannot make the main decisions, and may therefore appear marginal to the offender.  There is also little evidence in support of the idea that most offenders can be successfully managed by people with whom they have minimal human contact (for discussion of such issues in the context of managing offenders in the community, see Raynor and Maguire 2006).  Of course, ‘end to end’ offender management of people sent to prison is by definition challenging, as it is logistically difficult for the same person to see the offender regularly both in prison and after release.  There is no simple solution to this problem.  Judging from early arrangements made in several areas, it appears that the normal practice will be to appoint a prison officer as the supervisor, working under the broad guidance of an offender manager (usually a probation officer) based outside.  In addition to the issues raised above, this carries the risk of communication problems and inconsistency between supervisor and manager, which will require considerable effort to overcome.  Add to this the division between ‘offender management’ and ‘interventions’, and the prospect that contestability may lead to these being delivered by different organizations which in other contexts are competing with each other, and the NOMM’s declared aim of delivering ‘consistency, continuity, commitment and consolidation’ appears still more challenging.
 
Resettlement and desistance: partnership and the Pathways

Assessing the prospects for success of the new partnership and ‘Pathway’ arrangements set in motion by the Reducing Re-offending National Action Plan is, if anything, more difficult, not only because they are complex and variable, but because they are increasingly intertwined with the NOMS agenda and the introduction of ‘end to end offender management’ – an issue which requires some preliminary discussion.  This was not always the case: the two developments not only had different origins (the Action Plan being primarily a response to the Social Exclusion Unit report, and NOMS a response to the Carter review), but very different focuses.  Indeed, the partnership and Pathways agenda still represents a much broader strategy than NOMS for reducing re-offending.  It is aimed not only at offenders who are under sentence or on licence (ie under the control of the prison or probation service), but also at ‘ex-offenders’ – in particular, people who have been released unconditionally from prison after a short sentence, and offenders who have reached the end of a period under statutory supervision.  This recognises that offenders do not suddenly cease to have ‘criminogenic’ problems and needs at the moment their sentence ends.  Rather, they may move from the category of ‘offender’ to that of ‘homeless person’, ‘person with a substance misuse problem’, ‘unemployed person’, and so on.  As such, they are theoretically entitled to the same assistance from public service providers as any other person in these categories, including those who have never offended.  However, it is also recognised (a) that ex-offenders (especially ex-prisoners) have often in the past been treated as less deserving of help and hence excluded from services; and (b) that the potential benefit to society of offering them assistance which will reduce their future offending is considerable, and hence may merit treating them not just as equals, but as a priority group who may in some cases ‘jump the queue’ for treatment, supported accommodation, and so on.  This, of course, is highly controversial, and alien to the culture of some service provision agencies, but the government has already taken some tentative steps in this direction: for example, ‘ex-offenders’ have been listed by the Department for Communities and Local Government among the groups that should be given priority under local provisions for tackling homelessness (in Wales, indeed, this is specified in homelessness legislation).

In a sense, then, these partnership arrangements, which depend upon major service agencies each playing their part in an overall plan to tackle some of the problems thought to lie at the root of persistent offending behaviour, began as quite separate from – if complementary to - the core work of NOMS, which concerns the assessment and management of offenders who are under sentence.  However, the two strands have since moved rapidly much closer together.  One major reason for this is that the Home Office decided to give Regional Offender Managers (ROMs) the prime responsibility for developing the regional partnership and Pathways agenda.  In most regions, ROMs have begun to steer this agenda towards serving the needs of offender managers, so that they will have ready points of referral for offenders under their supervision.  The ROMs have also tended to press other agencies to develop services especially for high risk and ‘prolific’ offenders, categories assigned high priority in the NOMS agenda.  Another potentially important factor in the merging of the two strands is Custody Plus.  As discussed earlier, the broad ‘reducing re-offending’ plans stemming from the Social Exclusion Unit report had a primary focus on services for short-term prisoners, most of whom were leaving prison without supervision or help with their social and practical problems; by contrast NOMS had little direct interest in short-termers once they had left prison.  However, as Custody Plus would bring all prisoners under NOMS’ offender management system, if it is implemented this difference of focus will no longer exist, and offender managers will be seeking services for a much wider range of offenders.

It should also be noted that, although they have become somewhat obscured, underlying the new arrangements are two rather different sets of ideas about how re-offending may be reduced – or, as Raynor (2004a) puts it, two ‘implicit criminologies’ at work.  The core thrust of the Social Exclusion Unit report’s argument was that short-term prisoners re-offended in such large numbers mainly because they were in the grip of major social and personal problems that were not being addressed.  This broadly reflects a positivist/determinist explanation of offending (in other words, a view that individual offenders are largely the victims of social circumstances and problems beyond their control) and a corresponding assumption that if prisoners can be helped to ‘get back on their feet’ in practical terms, their chances of avoiding new offending will be reduced.​[6]​  Not unnaturally, the Reducing Re-offending strategies also place a major emphasis on ‘welfare’ services, with Pathway groups seeking more effective ways of providing accommodation, employment opportunities, drug treatment, and so on.  By contrast, the NOMS model places much more emphasis upon the cognitive element in offending, reflecting the assumption that offenders to some extent make conscious decisions to commit crime, and hence that it is important to attempt to change negative aspects of their attitudes, motivation and thinking processes.  This is consistent with recent philosophical and policy trends in the probation and prison services, including the large investments in cognitive-behavioural programmes made under the ‘What Works’ initiative in the late 1990s and early 2000s (see, for example, Raynor 2004b,c).         

In terms of the prospects for reducing re-offending, it may be argued that each of the above approaches on their own have disadvantages.  Hence the single-minded focus on programme content and delivery which marked the introduction of cognitive-behavioural programmes into British prisons and probation, led to a corresponding neglect both of case management and of welfare service provision: this may partly explain the relatively disappointing results of programmes to date, despite their impressive results in Canada (Mair 2004; Raynor 2004b).  Vice versa, there has never been any strong evidence that the provision of welfare services alone results in reduced re-offending: it may often be a necessary condition for desistance, but is probably not a sufficient condition.  

For these reasons, it may be that the recent ‘coming together’ of the Social Exclusion Unit and Carter agendas (ie improved, partnership-based resettlement services becoming combined with and coordinated through ‘end-to-end’ motivational case management) offers a promising model for an effective system of resettlement.  It is noteworthy, for example, that one of the Pathways being developed, which has equal status to the other more ‘welfare’ oriented Pathways, is named ‘Attitudes, Thinking and Behaviour’ and focuses mainly on the delivery of cognitive-behavioural programmes.  The intention is that attendance at such programmes, supported by motivational supervision, will not only help offenders to see the advantages of a crime-free life, but will also equip them to make better use of the improved services and opportunities offered under the other Pathways.  

That, of course, is the optimistic view.  The risk is that the sound principles and good intentions described above are undermined by practical obstacles such as prison overcrowding, shortages of resources, poor organisation, high offender manager caseloads, lack of staff skills, or low morale.  If Custody Plus is implemented, these kinds of issues are likely to provide an even greater challenge, as the numbers of offenders under supervision increase dramatically.  It is also likely that – as now – probation officers or others managing ‘through the gate’ cases will place far less emphasis on motivational work or on addressing ‘thinking and attitudes’ issues than they do with offenders on community sentences.  This is partly because of the pressing nature of the practical problems that tend to confront people coming out of prison, and partly because it is likely to be felt that there is insufficient time on licence to undertake much serious work.  Of course, many will have undertaken programmes in prison, but the ‘what works’ literature suggests that unless the learning from these is reinforced after completion, much of the benefit may be lost.





Throughout this chapter we have drawn attention to many positive aims of the NOMS agenda and its associated ‘seamlessness’, as well as of the related partnership-based resettlement agenda stemming from concerns about the lack of services for short-term prisoners.  However, we have also identified a number of problems, and it is unclear where the balance lies between the strengths and weaknesses of the developments.  It is also important to remember that they are taking place within a climate of public and political opinion that is distinctly unsympathetic to offenders and their needs, and has little patience for arguments that offenders should be afforded priority for welfare services or that public funds should support expensive rehabilitative interventions, including hours of individual counselling by supervisors.  More broadly, many criminologists have identified a strong worldwide trend towards toughness and punitiveness, attributable to fundamental economic, social and cultural changes and a pervasive sense of insecurity characteristic of late modern societies (see, for example, Bottoms 1995; Garland 2001).  Some of the recent changes in British correctional services are clearly in line with these arguments: notably, greater use of imprisonment and a preoccupation with risk and the technology of risk management (cf. Feeley and Simon 1992; Kemshall and Maguire 2001; Hudson 2003).  The new developments in ‘hybrid’ and ‘seamless’ sentencing which combine elements of custodial and community sentences recall Cohen’s arguments, over twenty years ago, about the ‘blurring’ of different forms and levels of control (Cohen 1985). The globalization of capital and the colonization of public life and public services by commercial business models and economic rationality (Christie 1993, 2004) define the context for privatization and ‘contestability’, whilst developments in information and communication technology (ICT) transform the possibilities for impersonal supervision of offenders by ever more sophisticated forms of tagging (Nellis 2004). 

The same or related developments in ICT also allow new forms of technical routinization of what used to be areas of professional discretion (Robinson 2003) and more managerialist supervision of staff, which my impact negatively upon their interpersonal skills in relating to offenders.  Other influences on penal policy stem from political short-termism and the media-driven need for constant new initiatives and knee-jerk policy proposals, identified by Garland (1995) as ‘signs and symbols’, and by Christie (2004) as the use of criminal justice as an arena for ‘self-presentation’ by politicians.  The New Labour governments since 1997 have created new criminal justice policy and legislation at a rate never contemplated by previous governments.  Developments in ‘seamless sentencing’ are particularly open to displays of toughness, partly because some of the offenders involved present genuine problems of control, and partly because politicians will see a need to defend schemes like Custody Plus against charges that they are simply a way of being soft on offenders and saving money by letting them out of prison early.





Beck, U. (1992) Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity, London: Sage.

Bottoms, A.E. (1995) ‘The philosophy and politics of punishment and sentencing’, in C. Clarkson and R. Morgan (eds.) The Politics of Sentencing Reform, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Burnett, R. (2004a)  ‘To reoffend or not to reoffend? The ambivalence of convicted property offenders’ in S. Maruna and R. Immarigeon (eds)  After Crime and Punishment: Pathways to Offender Reintegration.  Cullompton, Devon: Willan.

Burnett, R. (2004b) ‘One-to-one ways of promoting desistance’, in R. Burnett and C. Roberts (eds),  What Works in Probation and Youth Justice.  Cullompton, Devon: Willan.

Burnett, R. and McNeill, F. (2005) ‘The place of the offender-officer relationship in assisting offenders to desist from crime’, Probation Journal 52: 221-242.

Christie, N. (1993) Crime Control as Industry, London: Routledge.

Christie, N. (2004) A Suitable Amount of Crime, London: Routledge.

Clancy, A., Hudson, K., Maguire, M., Peake, R., Raynor, P., Vanstone, M. and Kynch, J. (2006) Getting Out and Staying Out: Results of the Prisoner Resettlement Pathfinders. Bristol: Policy Press.

Cohen, S. (1985) Visions of Social Control, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Dowden, C. and Andrews, D. (2004) ‘The importance of staff practice in delivering effective correctional treatment: a meta-analysis’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 48: 203-214.

Fabiano, E. and Porporino, F. (2002)  Focus on Resettlement – A Change.  Canada: T3 Associates.

Farrall, S. (2002)  Rethinking What Works with Offenders.  Cullompton, Devon: Willan.

Farrall, S. and Calverley, A. (2005)  Understanding Desistance from Crime: New Theoretical Directions in Resettlement and Rehabilitation..  Milton Keynes: Open University Press.

Feeley, M. and Simon, J. (1992) ‘The new penology: notes on the emerging strategy of corrections and its implications’, Criminology, 30, 449-474.

Garland, D. (1995) ‘Penal modernism and postmodernism’, in T. G. Blomberg and S. Cohen (eds.) Punishment and Social Control, New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Garland, D. (2001) The Culture of Control, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Giddens, A. (1990)  The Consequences of Modernity.  Cambridge: Polity Press.

Halliday, J. (2001) Making Punishments Work: Report of a Review of the Sentencing Framework for England and Wales. London: Home Office.

HM Inspectorates of Prison and Probation (2001) Through the Prison Gate: a joint thematic review. London: Home Office. 

HM Inspectorate of Probation (2006) An Independent Review of a Serious Further Offence case: Damien Hanson and Elliot White. London: HMIP.

Hollin, C. and Palmer, E.  (ed. 2007).  Offending behaviour programmes:  Development, application, and controversies.  Chichester:  Wiley.

Home Office (1988)  The Parole System in England and Wales: Report of the Review Committee (Cmnd. 532.)  London: HMSO.

Home Office (1998) Joining Forces to Protect the Public: Prisons-Probation. London: Home Office.

Home Office (2003) Managing Offenders, Reducing Crime – A New Approach:  Correctional Services Review by Patrick Carter.  London: Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit.

Home Office (2004) Reducing Re-Offending: National Action Plan  London: Home Office.  http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/docs3/5505reoffending.pdf (​http:​/​​/​www.homeoffice.gov.uk​/​docs3​/​5505reoffending.pdf​) 

Home Office RDS NOMS (2005) Offender Management Statistics 2004, London: 

Hudson, B. (2003) Justice in the Risk Society. London: Sage.
Kemshall H. and Maguire, M. (2001)  “Public Protection, Partnership and Risk Penality: The Multi-Agency Risk Management of Sexual and Violent Offenders”  Punishment and Society Vol 5, 2, 237-264. 

Lewis, S., Vennard, J., Maguire, M., Raynor, P., Vanstone, M., Raybould, S. and Rix, A. (2003) The Resettlement of Short-term Prisoners: An Evaluation of Seven Pathfinders, RDS Occasional Paper No. 83, London: Home Office. 

Lipsey, Mark W., Chapman, Gabrielle L. and Landenberger, N. A. (2001) "Cognitive-Behavioral Programs for Offenders." Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 578: 144-157.

Maguire, M. (1992)  "Parole" in Stockdale, E. and Casale, S. (ed) Criminal Justice Under Stress.   London: Blackstone Press.  pp179-209

Maguire, M. and Kemshall, H. (2004)  ‘Multi-agency public protection arrangements: Key issues’ in H. Kemshall and G. McIvor (eds)   Managing Sex Offender Risk.  London: Jessica Kingsley. 

Maguire, M. and Raynor, P. (1997) ‘The revival of throughcare: rhetoric and reality in Automatic Conditional Release’, British Journal of Criminology 37, 1, 1-14.

Maguire, M. and Raynor, P. (2006) ‘How the resettlement of prisoners promotes desistance from crime: or does it?’, Criminology and Criminal Justice 6, 19-38.

Maguire, M., Perroud, B. and Raynor, P. (1996) Automatic Conditional Release: the first two years, Research Study 156. London, Home Office.

Maguire, M., Raynor, P., Vanstone, M. and Kynch, J. (2000) ‘Voluntary after-care and the Probation Service: a case of diminishing responsibility’, Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 39, 234-48.

Mair, G. (ed 2004)  What Matters in Probation?  Devon: Willan.

Maruna, S. (2000) Making Good.  Washington: American Psychological Association.

Maruna, S. and Immarigeon, R. (eds 2004)  After Crime and Punishment: Pathways to Offender Reintegration.  Cullompton, Devon: Willan.

McGuire, J. (ed. 2002) Offender Rehabilitation and Treatment: Effective Programmes and Policies to Reduce Re-Offending.  Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

McNeill, F. (2006)  ‘A Desistance Paradigm for Offender Management’  Criminology and Criminal Justice,  Vol 6, 1,  pp 39-62.

Miller, W. R. and Rollnick, S. (1991) Motivational Interviewing. Preparing People to Change Addictive Behaviours. New York: Guildford Press.

Miller, W. R. and Rollnick, S. (2002) Motivational Interviewing. Preparing People for Change. Second Edition. New York: Guildford Press.

NACRO (2000) The Forgotten Majority: the Resettlement of Short Term Prisoners. London: National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders.

Nellis, M. (2004) ‘The Electronic monitoring of Offenders in Britain: a critical overview’ in Collett, S. ed. Electronic Monitoring of Offenders: Key Developments. ICCJ Monograph 5. London: NAPO.

NOMS (2005)  The NOMS Offender Management Model.  London: National Offender Management Service.  

Partridge, S. (2004) Examining Case Management Models for Community Sentences, Home Office Online Report 17/04, London: Home Office.

Raynor, P. (2007)  ‘Community Penalties: Probation, “What Works” and Offender Management’ in M. Maguire, R. Morgan and R. Reiner (eds)  The Oxford Handbook of Criminology.  Oxford: OUP.

Raynor, P. (2004a)  ‘Opportunity, Motivation and Change: Some Findings from Research on Resettlement’ in R. Burnett and C. Roberts (eds),  What Works in Probation and Youth Justice.  Cullompton, Devon: Willan. 

Raynor, P. (2004b) ‘Rehabilitative and reintegrative approaches’ in A. Bottoms, S. Rex and G. Robinson (eds.) Alternatives to Prison: Options for an Insecure Society, Cullompton: Willan.  

Raynor, P (2004c) ‘The Probation Service Pathfinders: Finding the Path and Losing the Way?’  Criminal Justice, 4,3, pp. 309-25.

Raynor, P. and Maguire, M (2006)  ‘End-to-end or end in tears?  Prospects for the effectiveness of the National Offender Management Model’ in M. Hough, R. Allen and U.Padel (eds)  Reshaping Probation and Prisons:  The New Offender Management Framework.  Bristol: Policy Press.   

Raynor, P. and Vanstone, M. (1984) 'Putting practice into theory', Issues in Social Work Education  4, 86-93.

Robinson, G. (2003) ‘Technicality and Indeterminacy in Probation Practice: A Case Study’ British Journal of Social Work  33, 593-610

Robinson, G. (2005) ‘What works in offender management?’, Howard Journal 44, 307-318. 

Rumgay, J. (2005)  ‘Counterblast: NOMS bombs’.  Howard Journal, Vol. 44, 2, 206-208.
 
Social Exclusion Unit (2002) Reducing Re-offending by Ex-Prisoners.  Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

Solomon, E. (2005) ‘Returning to punishment: prison recalls’, Criminal Justice Matters 60, 24-5.

Trotter, C. (1993) The Supervision of Offenders - What Works? A Study Undertaken in Community Based Corrections, Victoria. Melbourne: Social Work Department, Monash University and Victoria Department of Justice.

Vennard, J., Sugg, D. and Hedderman, C. (1997) Changing Offenders' Attitudes and Behaviour: What Works? Research Study 171, London: Home Office

Woolf Report (1991)  Prison Disturbances, April, 1990. Report of an Inquiry by the Rt. Hon Lord Justice Woolf and His Honour Judge Stephen Tumin (cmnd. 1456).  London: HMSO. 




























^1	  The term resettlement has broadly replaced ‘through-care’, which was current in the 1980s and 1990s.  The new name was recommended in a Government report in 1998 (Home Office 1998), when it was no longer fashionable to use the term ‘care’. 
^2	   Release under the previous parole system was discretionary, depending on the Parole Board’s judgements of how the offender had responded to custody, his or her risk of re-offending, likelihood of cooperating with supervision, and so on (Maguire 1992).  Discretionary release (DCR) was retained for those serving over four years, with the overriding consideration being specified as risk to the public.
^3	  Short-term prisoners under the age of 21 were subject to a short period of supervision under licence.
^4	  The Reducing Re-offending National Action Plan also relates to offenders on community sentences, although its core focus is on the resettlement of prisoners after release.
^5	  There is also a third function, ‘administration’, which will normally be carried out by support staff.
^6	  There may also be an assumption that offenders who are assessed as ‘needing’ services (for example, because they are under-educated, have a poor employment record, or are addicted to drugs) are also likely to want them, and hence that they largely share the goals of those assisting them: they want to attain a crime-free life, improve their skills, find a job, free themselves from drugs, and so on (for further discussion, see Maguire and Raynor 2006).
^7	  There is a difference, for example, between drug interventions specifically ordered by a court (‘DRRs’), which will normally be supplied by an agency contracted and paid by NOMS to do so, and referrals on a voluntary basis to drugs agencies which are not under such a contract.  The offender manager has no control over the nature and timing of interventions by the latter.  
